This study reports the results of a 24-month resanctioning study of restorative and traditional cautions. The work follows on from a previous study of restorative cautions in Thames Valley (Hoyle et al., 2002) which found that around one-quarter of offenders reported that they had either desisted from crime or reduced their offending at least in part because of the restorative caution. The aim of the current study was to investigate this finding further through a large-scale resanctioning study.
The first part of the analysis compared the resanctioning rates of over 29,000 offenders in Thames Valley and the two comparison forces controlling for relevant offender characteristics. The second analysis compared the different types of caution within Thames Valley, again controlling for offender characteristics. The impact of restorative cautioning on various subgroups of offenders was also considered, as well as the frequency and seriousness of subsequent offending. Taking the results of the analyses together, there was no evidence to suggest that restorative cautioning had resulted in a statistically significant reduction in either the overall resanctioning rate or the frequency or seriousness of offending. Importantly, there was also no evidence that restorative justice had increased resanctioning rates. Although reliable cost data were not available, the cost per caution in Thames Valley is likely to have been less than in comparable schemes. It is also important to note that Hoyle et al. had demonstrated the many other benefits of the initiative for both victims and offenders.
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Executive summary
This resanctioning 1 study follows on from previous research into the restorative cautioning initiative launched by Thames Valley Police in 1998 (Hoyle et al., 2002) . A restorative caution is a meeting facilitated by a trained police officer according to a restorative 'script'. The meeting aims to encourage the offender to take responsibility for repairing the harm caused by his/her offence. Where the victim attends, the meeting is termed a restorative conference. Supporters of victims and offenders are also invited to attend. One of the findings of Hoyle et al's study, based on an in-depth analysis of 56 cautions and conferences involving 67 offenders, was that around onequarter of offenders reported that they had either desisted from crime or reduced their offending at least in part because of the restorative caution. The aim of the current study was to investigate this finding further through a large-scale resanctioning study.
The sample comprised all offenders who received a police caution during the period April 1998 to March 2001 in Thames Valley and the comparison forces Sussex and Warwickshire (which were selected to be as similar as possible to Thames Valley). The study looked at resanctioning in the 24 months following the date of caution for over 29,000 offenders in the three forces. Threequarters of the sample were male, one third were juveniles (17 or younger) and the majority (67%) had no previous convictions or cautions. There were some small differences in offender characteristics (e.g. age and criminal history) between forces and these were taken into account in subsequent logistic regression analyses. The study considered the effectiveness of both the policy of restorative cautioning (by comparing all cautions in Thames Valley to cautions in other forces) and the practice of restorative cautioning (by comparing different types of caution within Thames Valley).
The overall 24-month resanctioning rate was 32.4 per cent. The resanctioning rate in Thames Valley was statistically significantly lower (30.1%) than either Sussex (33.5%) or Warwickshire (35.3%). Resanctioning rates declined substantially in all three forces over the three-year period under study, with Thames Valley having the lowest rates for all three years. When looking at each year separately, Thames Valley had significantly lower rates than Sussex for all three years, and significantly lower rates than Warwickshire for the first two of the three years, but not for the last year.
Since the resanctioning rate may be influenced by factors other than the type of caution, it was decided to control for a number of these variables through logistic regression. After controlling for gender, age, offence type, date of caution and criminal history, it was found that the police force in which someone was cautioned remained a statistically significant predictor of resanctioning; those from Thames Valley had the lowest odds of being resanctioned.
Logistic regressions carried out for each of the three years of the initiative separately, showed that Thames Valley had significantly lower rates of resanctioning than Warwickshire and Sussex combined in each of the three years, when other factors were taken into account. However, by the third year, the difference between Thames Valley and Warwickshire was no longer statistically significant (p=.189), but the difference between Thames Valley and Sussex remained significant. The reasons for this remain unclear. It was possible that this (and the initial difference in resanctioning rates between the forces) was due to some unmeasured variables (e.g. different vi operational policy between the forces) 2 . There was a dramatic decline in Warwickshire's resanctioning rates over the three-year period which remains unexplained, and which did not occur to the same degree in Sussex. Therefore it would be premature to conclude that restorative cautioning in Thames Valley had a beneficial impact on resanctioning over the three-year period.
The second part of the analysis involved comparing different types of caution within Thames Valley. In the absence of detailed information about the quality of individual cautions delivered in Thames Valley, a hypothesis which can be tested is whether restorative conferences or cautions had any greater impact on resanctioning than traditional cautions. Around ten per cent of cautions were restorative conferences (victim present), 60 per cent were restorative cautions (victim absent) and 30 per cent were traditional 3 cautions. Analysis showed that the reason for giving traditional cautions was not due primarily to offence type (as one might have assumed). Rather it depended on age, criminal history, date of caution and, in particular, which of the 11 areas 4 within Thames Valley had delivered it (in one area 99% of cautions were delivered restoratively, in another it was as low as 38%). These variables were then included in a logistic regression to determine whether caution type was significantly associated with resanctioning. Once these variables were controlled for, caution type was not found to be a statistically significant predictor of resanctioning.
The impact of caution type on various subgroups of age and offence type was considered. The only subgroup for which the odds of resanctioning for restorative cautions were statistically significantly lower than for traditional cautions was for drugs offences. However, there was no theoretical reason to believe that restorative cautions would be more effective with drugs offences than for other types of offence, and the most likely explanation is that this was a spurious finding resulting simply from the large number of analyses conducted.
A separate regression analysed just those cautions which had been delivered in one of the three areas in Thames Valley subject to detailed scrutiny in the evaluation by Hoyle et al., (2002) . This also found that caution type was not a statistically significant predictor of resanctioning. A comparison of the seriousness and frequency of subsequent offending did not reveal any significant differences either between Thames Valley and the other forces or between offenders receiving the different types of caution within Thames Valley. Taking the results of these analyses together, there was no evidence to suggest that the restorative cautioning initiative had resulted in a statistically significant reduction in resanctioning. Importantly, neither was there evidence that restorative cautioning had increased resanctioning rates.
No reliable data on the costs of the cautioning initiative were available, so it was not possible to investigate whether the initiative represented value for money. However, the cost per restorative caution is likely to have been less than in comparable schemes, given the economies of scale arising from the large number of cautions facilitated annually.
It should also be noted that previous research (Hoyle et al., 2002) demonstrated the many other benefits of this initiative, for both victims (e.g. reparation) and offenders (e.g. understanding the effects of their offending).
1

Introduction Previous research on the Thames Valley police initiative in restorative cautioning
This study arose out of, and complements, a previous evaluation of the Thames Valley Police restorative cautioning initiative. In that initiative, all police cautions were meant to be delivered according to restorative justice principles (see Chapter 2). The evaluation of that initiative, which provides a full account of what restorative cautioning involves, (Hoyle et al., 2002) found that Thames Valley Police were largely successful in introducing restorative cautioning. According to figures from the Thames Valley cautioning database, over the three years of the initiative, almost 20,000 offenders received a caution (some more than once), 70 per cent of whom were cautioned according to a restorative justice 'script'. Of these scripted cautions, the victim attended in around 13 per cent of cases (known as a restorative conference). Where the victim did not attend (i.e. a restorative caution), the police were meant to seek the views of the victim and convey these to the offender during the caution.
5 Table 1 .1 gives the breakdown of caution type by year, and the overall proportion of cautions which were 'scripted' (i.e. restorative cautions and restorative conferences). At the time of that research, there were 11 areas in Thames Valley; three of these were subject to closer evaluation. The three evaluated areas were responsible for 26 per cent of all cautions given in Thames Valley. The report of the study, Proceed with Caution, was based on detailed observation of 56 restorative conferences and cautions, involving 67 offenders (Hoyle et al., 2002) . It might be questioned whether the results of that study were applicable to the wider population of Thames Valley cautions, given the relatively small number of cautions on which the conclusions were based. This issue was considered in some detail by Hoyle et al. who compared their sample of cases to the total population of Thames Valley cautions. Their sample was found to be representative in terms of offence type (although burglaries were over-represented due to deliberate over-sampling of conferences), length of caution, offender characteristics and victim and offender involvement (Hoyle et al., 2002) . The three police areas within Thames Valley were also carefully chosen to be representative, as far as was possible, of the whole of Thames Valley in terms of the three counties comprising the Thames Valley, the rural/urban mix, cautioning rates and factors relating to the development and practice of the restorative justice initiative, such as the model of implementation adopted 6 (Hoyle and Young, 1998) .
In the first year of the initiative, implementation of restorative cautioning was found to be deficient. Facilitators (usually police officers) sometimes dominated the discussion or took a partisan position in the meeting (e.g. defensive of police actions) to the detriment of restorative principles (Hoyle et al., 2002) . However, the evaluators made a number of recommendations to improve practice and these led to a much greater use of the restorative script, at least within the three areas in Thames Valley subject to detailed scrutiny by the research team.
Based on their analysis of the conferences and cautions they observed, Hoyle et al., (2002) concluded that the restorative cautioning initiative had been generally successful in achieving its many short-term aims, such as helping offenders to understand the effect of the offence on the victim, encouraging symbolic reparation (e.g. verbal apology) and answering victims' questions about the offence. High quality, neutral facilitation was found to be more likely to achieve these aims. High quality facilitation was characterised by an adherence to the script including setting the conference focus, facilitating the offender's story and facilitating reparation and resolution (see Hoyle et al., 2002:15) .
The finding of most interest to the current study related to the impact of restorative cautioning on offending. The researchers used self-report questionnaires to measure offending in the year prior to and the year after the caution. 8 These data were supplemented with interviews with parents and siblings (for juvenile offenders) and other supporters (where applicable) and the accuracy of self-report data was compared to resanctioning data from the Police National Computer (PNC).
9
Although the sample size was relatively small (51 offenders), the data from interviews and other sources 10 indicated that around one-quarter of offenders (excluding missing cases) had either desisted from crime or reduced their offending at least in part because of what happened within the restorative justice encounter (Hoyle et al., 2002) .
The current resanctioning study
While the findings of Hoyle et al's study were promising, the lack of comparison group and small sample size meant it was not possible for them to determine definitively whether restorative cautioning had a greater impact on resanctioning than traditional cautioning. It was the aim of the current study to investigate further the impact of restorative cautioning on resanctioning by means of a large-scale resanctioning study, using as a comparison group offenders who had received traditional, non-restorative cautions in similar forces. Since not all cautions in Thames Valley were delivered according to restorative principles (around 30% were traditional cautions), this study first tests whether the policy of restorative cautioning had an impact on resanctioning. It secondly investigates whether the practice of restorative cautioning had an impact, through a comparison of the different types of caution within Thames Valley.
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What is restorative cautioning and how might it reduce crime?
Before describing restorative cautioning, it might first be useful to explain what traditional cautioning involved.
11 The typical caution lasted five to ten minutes. Those present would be the offender, the inspector (or sometimes a sergeant), and an appropriate adult (for juveniles) and very occasionally a solicitor. Victims were rarely, if ever, asked to attend. There was no specific training provided for cautioning, with the result that there was considerable variation in individual practice. There was generally little preparation for the caution (other than reading the offence summary), and the caution usually involved the inspector reading from the caution form and explaining to the offender the legal and other (e.g. employment) consequences that further offending would have. Prior to the introduction of final warnings and reprimands in April 2000, there was no special type of caution for juveniles, nor was any additional training provided. Victim concerns were rarely addressed, and issues such as an apology or reparation were not generally considered.
Restorative cautioning marked a break with past practice in a number of ways. Firstly, the cautioning police officer was supposed to invite all those affected by the offence, including any victim, to the caution. If a victim was present, the cautioning session was termed a restorative conference; if he/she was not, it was termed a restorative caution.
Secondly, the caution meeting was structured around a 'script' which required the cautioning officer to put certain questions to those present according to a set order. This script was derived from the police-led model of restorative cautioning developed in Australia, which in turn was influenced by the New Zealand system of family group conferences and the separate criminological theory of reintegrative shaming (Braithwaite, 1989) . The latter posits that the best way to control crime is to induce a sense of shame or remorse in offenders for their actions whilst maintaining respect for them as people. Braithwaite builds on 'labelling' theory (Becker, 1963) to argue that condemning offenders as 'bad people' (stigmatising, shaming) might push them towards offending.
The other main influence in the development of restorative cautioning was a growing sense that victims should be offered a greater role within criminal justice processes. In particular, that they should have the chance to express their views about the offence, to have their anxieties and fears addressed, to receive information and compensation, and to be consulted on decisions that affect their interests. Inviting victims to restorative conferences potentially advances all of these goals, and, in addition, increases the likelihood that offenders will come to feel shame for what they have done.
The primary aim in the scripted model was to encourage the offender to take responsibility for repairing the harm caused by the offence, by means of a structured discussion between offenders and those affected by their actions. Under the script the officer first sets a 'reintegrative' focus for the meeting by emphasising that participants are not there to judge the offender but rather to discuss the harmful effects of the offending behaviour and to work towards repairing that harm. The facilitator would then ask the offender to describe his/her thoughts and feelings both at the time of the offence and subsequently. The others present would then be invited to talk about the harm the offence caused. In a restorative caution the views of any absent victim were meant to 4 have been sought by the police and conveyed at this stage in the process. 12 The offender would then be asked if there was anything he/she wished to say in response, and this sometimes prompted apologies or other reparative gestures. It should be noted that, in Thames Valley, officers could facilitate restorative cautions and conferences only if they had first received specialist training (which, during the period 1998-2001, lasted five days for the level 1 training required to facilitate a conference with victims present). Local co-ordinators also endeavoured to monitor whether practice standards were adhered to.
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Aims and methodology
The primary aim of the research was to investigate whether restorative cautioning was more effective in reducing the level of resanctioning than traditional cautioning processes. This was explored by comparing cautions in Thames Valley to cautions in two similar forces and also by comparing the different types of caution within Thames Valley. The specific objectives of the research were to:
• 
Selecting a comparison group
Since restorative cautioning was introduced force-wide in Thames Valley, it was necessary to select other forces to provide cases for the comparison group. The forces were selected to be as similar as possible to Thames Valley in relation to variables which might be expected to influence the resanctioning rate (additionally, offender characteristics were controlled for statistically, see Chapter 6 for further details). Of the 42 other police forces in England and Wales, it was decided to concentrate on the eight forces which (at the time) were in the same 'family of forces' (i.e. similar in terms of social composition and mix of rural and urban areas) as identified by Her Majesty's Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC). 13 Within this group, two other factors were considered: the detection rate (proportion of recorded offences 'cleared up' by the police); and the caution rate (cautions as a proportion of all convictions and cautions). The detection rate is likely to affect the resanctioning rate, since an offender cannot be resanctioned unless he or she has first been apprehended. Similarly, the caution rate can affect the overall resanctioning rate. If one force relies heavily on cautions its resanctioning rate is likely to be higher than a force with a low cautioning rate, since not all offenders who the police decide to charge end up with a conviction.
Figures from the Annual Reports of the HMIC and from Criminal Statistics showed that over the three-year period, the two forces with the most similar detection and caution rates were Sussex and Warwickshire 14 although, inevitably, some minor differences remained.
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Exactly the same criteria were applied in selecting offenders for both Thames Valley and the comparison groups. All those who were cautioned between April 1998 and March 2001 were eligible for inclusion (where offenders had been cautioned more than once during the period, the first caution was considered to be the 'index' caution 16 ). In all subsequent analyses variables such as 'age at caution' and 'main offence at caution' refer to the index caution. Details about data sources and attrition can be found in Appendix 1.
Definitions and details of the analysis
The follow-up period for all offenders was 24 months from the date of caution. Resanctioning is defined as any conviction, caution, final warning or reprimand resulting from an offence committed within 24 months of the index caution. The date of offence (rather than date of conviction/caution) was used to define whether or not an offence was within the follow-up period (this enabled pseudo resanctions 17 to be excluded, and convictions resulting from an offence within the 24-month period to be included even if they fell outside that period). All recordable offences were included and the main offence at each appearance was determined according to Home Office rules 18 (Home Office, 2002) . Data were extracted from the PNC in September 2003 and January 2004, which allowed at least five months for offences committed within the 24-month follow-up period to come to court and for any sanction to be recorded (in fact, according to figures from the Police Information Technology Organisation, each of the three forces entered 90 per cent of convictions onto the PNC within less than two months of the date of conviction -police disposals were entered more promptly). Therefore, one can have confidence that, even in the third year of the initiative, the resanctioning rates were accurate.
It is important to note that this study used a retrospective quasi-experimental design, and therefore the level of causal inference was lower than might be produced by a true experiment. The most serious potential threats to causal inference in this study were 'history' -in other words, there may have been factors which influenced resanctioning (e.g. prosecution policy) which operated differently in the three forces in the study -and 'selection' -those receiving restorative cautions may have differed from those given traditional cautions. While it was possible to control for a number of variables associated with resanctioning (such as gender, age, and criminal history), there may have been other unmeasured variables (e.g. reporting and prosecution rates, motivation of the offender, housing, employment and marital status) which explained why some people were resanctioned and others were not. However, virtually all previous studies have found that criminal history, age and gender were the most important predictors of reconviction, and that the addition of social variables, for example, did not significantly improve prediction (see May, 1999) .
Characteristics of the sample
Taking the sample as a whole, the majority of offenders were male (76%), 38 per cent were juvenile (aged 17 or under) 19 and the most common offences leading to caution were theft and handling (32.9%), crimes of violence (16.9%) and criminal damage (16.9%). Only one-third of offenders had any previous convictions or cautions, and just 11 per cent had three or more. Thames Valley and Sussex both accounted for 42.1 per cent of cases, while Warwickshire, a smaller force, provided 15.8 per cent. Table 4 .1 shows that there were some small, but potentially confounding, differences between offenders in the three forces. Thames Valley had a higher proportion of women and girls, ethnic minorities and juveniles, a lower proportion of crimes with a personal victim and fewer offenders with one or more previous convictions than either Sussex or Warwickshire. Some of these differences (e.g. gender) might be expected to lower the resanctioning rate in Thames Valley (other things being equal), while others might be expected to raise it (e.g. age). These factors were taken into account in later analyses. 19 Final warnings and reprimands replaced cautions for juveniles in April 2000 (i.e. coinciding with the last year of the initiative). Although final warnings and reprimands in Thames Valley continued to be facilitated by the police according to the restorative script (or not, where traditional cautions were given), the offenders may additionally have had some contact with the local youth offending team (YOT). It was not possible to investigate the nature of this contact for the sample; however, in most cases it is likely to have involved only an initial assessment meeting, since at the time most final warnings and reprimands did not result in further work with the YOT (e.g. Hine and Celnick, 2001) . 20 It should be noted that the ethnicity categories used by the PNC were not the standard census categories, and were of unknown reliability (they included for example, 'Oriental' and 'Arab'). For this reason, ethnicity was not included in the analysis. However, approximately 92 per cent of those cautioned in Sussex and Warwickshire were described as White European compared to 86 per cent in Thames Valley. The number of cases across each variable in Table 4 .1 sum to 29,665. 21 The lower value for Warwickshire is accounted for by the fact that there were fewer offences of drunk and disorderly resulting in a caution. 22 Appearance refers to the number of occasions an offender received either a conviction at court or a police disposal (caution, final warning or reprimand). At one appearance, an offender may have been cautioned or convicted for more than one offence.
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Resanctioning rates
A number of variables have been shown in previous research to be associated with reconviction, including age, gender and criminal history (Lloyd et al., 1994) . Table 5 .1 presents, for the three forces in this study, the resanctioning rates for these various categories of offender and offence, as well as for variables relevant to the current study (police force and date of caution). Table 5 .1 shows that a number of factors were associated with a higher rate of resanctioning including: being male; being young at time of first conviction or caution; having prior burglary offending; and previously having been convicted or cautioned. It also shows that offenders in Thames Valley were statistically significantly less likely to be resanctioned than in either of the 23 All variables were tested separately against resanctioning using Chi square. Although Chi square is most appropriate for categorical variables (such as gender and offence type) the difference in resanctioning rates for the ordinal variables (such as age) is sufficient to permit the use of Chi square in this case. 24 The difference in resanctioning rates between Thames Valley and Sussex and between Thames Valley and Warwickshire were both statistically significant at p<0.001. The difference between Sussex and Warwickshire was statistically significant at p<0.05.
other two forces (the following analyses investigate whether this is due to restorative cautioning). It is interesting that year of caution was statistically significantly associated with the resanctioning rate. As Figure 5 .1 shows, in all three forces the resanctioning rate decreased substantially from 1998 to 2001, and the difference between Thames Valley and the other forces also decreased. In fact in 2000/01, although the resanctioning rate in Thames Valley was still lower than in Warwickshire, this was no longer a statistically significant difference (p=.288). 25 The resanctioning rates in 2000/01 for the three forces were: 26.8 per cent in Thames Valley; 29.8 per cent in Sussex; and 27.6 per cent in Warwickshire. The decline in resanctioning rates in year three was not due to delays in entering data onto the PNC or delays in cases coming to court. As mentioned in Chapter 3, the average time to enter 90 per cent of cases onto the PNC was seven weeks or less in all three forces. The average time taken for 75 per cent of offences to come to conviction in the three forces was just under three months in Thames Valley and Warwickshire and just over three months in Sussex. For those cautioned in 2000/01, between five and 17 months elapsed between the end of the 24-month follow-up period and the extraction of data from the PNC. The vast majority of offences committed during the 24-month follow-up period resulting in resanctioning are, therefore, likely to be included in the analysis.
The policy of restorative cautioning -comparing all cautions in Thames Valley to cautions in comparison forces
For the purpose of this study, the researchers wanted to know whether the difference in resanctioning rates between Thames Valley and the other forces remained once other relevant factors were controlled for. Whilst the preceding analysis identified those factors highly associated with the resanctioning rate, it could not determine whether any of the variables had an independent effect on resanctioning, holding other relevant variables constant. One problem is that many of these variables were intercorrelated. When variables interact in this manner, it is not possible to disentangle the effects through cross-tabulation alone and a more powerful statistical technique is required.
Logistic regression can be used to help test whether the effect of a variable is still present once other relevant variables have been controlled for. As mentioned above, there was a possibility that a selection effect operated in Thames Valley with regard to traditional and restorative cautions. Therefore the first logistic regression tested resanctioning in Thames Valley as a whole, against Sussex and Warwickshire. The following variables were included in the regression analysis 26 (see Appendix 2 for details):
• gender;
• number of offences at caution;
• number of previous appearances;
• age at caution;
• principal offence at caution;
• date of caution;
• police force.
The results (see Appendix 3) suggested that once these other variables were controlled for, the force in which someone was cautioned remained a statistically significant predictor of resanctioning, and that those from Thames Valley were the least likely to be resanctioned. This does not necessarily mean that restorative cautioning was responsible; it is possible that the result was due to another unknown or unmeasured variable. For example, although the overall detection rates between forces were similar, the actual detection rates for those who had previously been cautioned were not known, nor whether these differed between forces. It was also not possible to calculate what impact a one percentage point difference in the detection rate, for example, would have on resanctioning rates. Other factors predictive of resanctioning, such as indices of social deprivation or level of drug use, may also have differed between areas.
If one assumed that restorative cautioning was the reason for the demonstrated difference, one would expect the significance of force as a predictor of resanctioning to remain relatively constant throughout the three years, if not to increase (as the proportion of cautions delivered restoratively increased). By splitting the data by year of caution it was possible to repeat the logistic regression for each of the three years (see Appendix 4 for details). This analysis showed that the overall force variable remained a statistically significant predictor of resanctioning (p<.001). However, in the third year of the initiative, the overall force variable remained statistically significant only because of the difference in resanctioning rates between Thames Valley and Sussex. The lower 26 All variables except date of caution were treated as categorical variables. All variables were significant at P<.001.
odds of resanctioning in Thames Valley compared to Warwickshire were no longer statistically significant (p=.189). This result suggests that it would be premature to conclude that restorative cautioning in Thames Valley had a beneficial impact on resanctioning over the three-year period compared to the other two forces. There are a number of possible explanations for this result.
• Firstly, as suggested above, it may be that there was no 'restorative' effect, and the initial advantage in favour of Thames Valley, and subsequent decline in this advantage (with respect to Warwickshire), was due to another variable entirely such as detection rates or socio-demographic differences.
• Secondly, it may be that the less restorative 27 cautions which characterised the first year of the initiative were actually more effective in reducing resanctioning than more restorative cautions.
• Thirdly, it may be the case that it was not so much the restorativeness of the caution which was important, but the enthusiasm of the facilitators, or Thames Valley Police as a whole, for this new approach. After the first year of the initiative, this enthusiasm may have waned.
• Finally, the evaluation conducted by Hoyle et al. looked at just three of the 11 areas of Thames Valley and it may not be a valid assumption that the improvements seen in the three areas were replicated in the non-evaluated ones.
There are obviously considerable difficulties in trying to draw causal inferences from comparisons of different geographical areas. The interpretation of results was complicated by the fact that the outcome measure (resanctioning) was not stable in the comparison forces over time; in all three forces there was a substantial decline in the resanctioning rate -an average decrease of 11 percentage points, or a proportionate decrease of 28 per cent
28
. This was far larger than the difference between Thames Valley and the other forces, which ranged between just under one and eight percentage points (a proportionate difference of between three and 19 per cent).
The interpretation of results would, of course, have been easier had it been possible to establish a 'baseline' resanctioning rate for the three forces in the year prior to the initiative (i.e. in 1997/98). However, the cautioning database in Thames Valley was only created in 1998 for the purpose of monitoring the new initiative. It was not possible, therefore, to compile a list of names of offenders who had received a caution in 1997/98. Without such a baseline rate, the results of this chapter can only suggest that the policy of restorative cautioning is associated with lower resanctioning rates than the two other forces. In order to investigate further the relationship between caution type and resanctioning, the rest of this report considers differences within Thames Valley; in other words the practice of restorative cautioning. 27 Most cautions in the first year of the initiative were found to have deviated from the restorative 'script' (Hoyle et al., 2002: 13) . 28 The overall resanctioning rate for the three forces fell from 39.2 per cent in 1998/99 to 28.1 per cent in 2000/01, a decrease of 11.1 percentage points. Expressed as a proportion of the 1998/99 resanctioning rate of 39.2 per cent, this represents a decrease of almost a third (28.3%).
7. The practice of restorative cautioning -comparing the different types of caution (restorative and traditional) within Thames Valley
In Proceed with Caution, Hoyle et al. set out to measure the gap between restorative theory and the practice of restorative cautioning, by analysing the extent to which facilitators complied with the script. They found examples of good and bad facilitation in both restorative conferences and restorative cautions; in other words, the presence of a victim was neither a necessary nor sufficient condition for high quality facilitation (Hoyle et al., 2002) . Since detailed observation of cautions was outside the scope of the current research, it was not possible to investigate the relationship between adherence to the script and resanctioning. In the absence of detailed information about individual cautions, a hypothesis which can be tested is whether cautions recorded as restorative had a greater impact on resanctioning than traditional cautions, and furthermore whether the presence or absence of a victim had any impact on resanctioning (i.e. by comparing restorative conferences to restorative cautions and traditional cautions). In other words one can test whether the restorative cautioning initiative, in practice, had an impact on resanctioning. Before conducting any statistical analysis it is useful to present the raw resanctioning rates for the three types of caution. What is interesting about the figures in Table 7 .1 is the fact that, with a few exceptions, the resanctioning rates for particular categories of offence are remarkably similar for the three types of caution. The resanctioning rates for theft, for example, which accounted for 38 per cent of all cautions, were within one percentage point for all caution types in the first and third years. Where rates differed, there was no consistent pattern over time. For example, the resanctioning rates for women and girls were lowest for restorative conferences in the first year, but highest in subsequent years. Similar variations were evident with respect to age. The raw resanctioning rates do not suggest that restorative conferences were any more effective than either restorative cautions or traditional cautions. For the variables presented in Table 7 .1, there was not one category in which the resanctioning rates for restorative conferences were lower in all three years than for the other types of caution. This is not to say that the restorative conferences or cautions were ineffective; the raw resanctioning rates are merely descriptive, and a more controlled analysis is needed to deal with the likelihood that the different types of caution were targeted at different groups.
Since offenders were not selected for the different types of caution at random, there was the possibility that some kind of selection effect operated -offenders may have been given different types of caution for different reasons. In order to determine whether caution type had an independent impact on resanctioning, it was necessary first to examine the characteristics of those receiving the different types of caution, and secondly to control for these factors in the subsequent analysis.
Based on observations made during the fieldwork carried out by Hoyle et al., (2002) , it was thought that the main reason for giving a traditional caution would be where an offence had no direct victim, such as drugs offences (or where the police could not contact the victim). Had this been the case, it would have been possible to exclude all drug offences, for example, from both Thames Valley and the comparison forces. However, Table 7 .2 shows that those receiving different types of caution varied across many variables, not just offence type. Indeed, the relationship between offence and caution type was not as predicted. The majority (62.6%) of offenders committing drugs offences, for example, received a restorative caution or conference. This simple cross-tabulation suggested that age, number of previous appearances, year of caution and offence type were all associated with caution type; interestingly, so was the area (within Thames Valley) in which the caution had been delivered. In area one only one per cent of cautions were traditional; in contrast in area nine, 62 per cent were traditional. In order to explore possible selection effects two further logistic regressions were conducted. Instead of trying to predict resanctioning, logistic regression was used to predict which type of caution would be given, based on the explanatory variables in Table 7 .2. If one views cautioning as a decision-making process, there are two main decisions which are made. The first is whether the caution is to be restorative or traditional. The second is, if the restorative option is taken, whether it will be a restorative conference (with a victim), or a restorative caution (without). The aim of the analysis is to determine which offender characteristics are associated with caution type. The analysis also considers whether place and date of caution are significantly associated with caution type. Of course the variables in Table 7 .2 are unlikely to be the only predictors of caution type, police discretion as well as the preferences of victims and offenders will also be important. However, it would only have been possible to measure these other factors through observation of the caution and interviews with participants, which was outside the scope of the current research.
Restorative versus traditional caution
The results of this logistic regression (see Appendix 5) revealed that a number of factors were statistically significantly associated with an increase in the odds of receiving a restorative conference or caution (compared to a traditional caution). Restorative cautions (and conferences)
were more likely to be used where the offender: was aged 15 or under; had no previous recorded sanction; had committed a crime of violence, burglary, theft or criminal damage; was cautioned in area one; and was cautioned in 1999/2000 or 2000/01.
Restorative conference versus restorative caution
The second regression (also Appendix 5) showed that restorative conferences (as opposed to restorative cautions) were more likely to be used when the offender: was aged 15 or under; had committed burglary or criminal damage, was cautioned in area one, cautioned in 1998/99 and had committed more than one offence leading to caution. Interestingly, the number of previous appearances was not statistically significantly associated with a change in the odds of receiving a restorative conference.
Taking the results of the two regressions together it appears that younger offenders, who committed crimes likely to have a personal victim (particularly burglary and criminal damage), were more likely to receive a restorative caution or conference. Offenders cautioned in area one or in the second and third years of the initiative were also more likely to receive a restorative caution or conference. Adult offenders with prior sanctions committing drugs, motoring or other offences were far more likely to receive a traditional caution.
Having established that a selection effect operated with respect to caution type, it was possible to include these variables in a logistic regression to determine whether caution type was significantly associated with resanctioning once these other variables were controlled for. The results (see Appendix 6) show that when caution type is entered as a three-category variable (i.e. restorative conference, restorative caution and traditional caution), the odds of resanctioning of restorative cautions and conferences, while lower than for traditional cautions, were not statistically significantly lower (p=.905 and p=.287 respectively). When caution type was entered as a binary variable (all restorative cautions versus traditional cautions), the odds of resanctioning for restorative cautions were lower than for traditional cautions, but again statistical significance was not achieved (p=.127).
It is possible that caution type was not found to be statistically significantly associated with lower odds of resanctioning due to a differential impact of restorative cautioning on various subgroups of offenders. In other words, the overall non-significant impact of caution type may have obscured statistically significant results with certain subgroups. One might expect, for example, that restorative cautions/conferences would be more effective for offenders committing offences with a personal victim, or for younger offenders. In order to investigate this possibility, the Thames Valley sample was divided into subgroups, according to offence type and age of offender (see Appendix 7). The analyses show that the odds of resanctioning for restorative cautions/conferences were not statistically significantly lower than for traditional cautions for any of the five age groups. In terms of offence type, for only one (drugs, p=0.041) were the odds of resanctioning of restorative cautions/conference statistically significantly lower than for traditional cautions. 29 There was no theoretical reason to suspect that restorative cautions would be more effective than traditional cautions with drugs offences. Indeed the common characteristic of the cases where improvement took place in Hoyle et al's (2002) study was that they all had an identifiable victim. Therefore, the most likely explanation for this is that it is a spurious result, resulting simply from the large number of analyses conducted. When conducting analyses of numerous subgroups, there is the possibility that the results for one of the subgroups will appear to be statistically significant, purely by chance (Simon, 1997).
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It could be argued that a more valid test of whether the restorative cautioning initiative 'worked' would be to compare traditional and restorative cautions within the three areas of Thames Valley evaluated by Hoyle et al. Since those areas were subject to detailed scrutiny (and the other eight were not), it may be that the conclusions of their report (e.g. improved implementation of restorative cautions after year one) did not extend to the other eight areas. A logistic regression conducted on the cases in those three areas found that although restorative cautions and conferences had lower odds of resanctioning than traditional cautions, in neither case were these statistically significantly lower. When caution type was entered as a binary variable (all restorative versus traditional) the lower odds of resanctioning for restorative cautions compared to traditional were also not statistically significant (see Appendix 8).
To summarise the results of this chapter, there was no evidence to suggest that restorative cautions or conferences had any statistically significant impact on overall resanctioning rates or that they were more effective for particular subgroups of offenders.
Frequency and seriousness of offending
Although the overall reconviction rate is the most commonly used outcome measure in reconviction studies, it is increasingly recognised that the frequency and seriousness of subsequent offending can provide useful evidence as to the effectiveness of programmes (e.g. Friendship et al., 2002) . For example, it is possible that an intervention could reduce the frequency and/or seriousness of resanctioning without affecting the overall resanctioning rate. The analyses presented in Appendix 9 considered both the frequency of resanctioning (measured by the number of offences resulting in a sanction in the 24 months following the original caution) and the seriousness of resanctioning (measured both by offence type and the disposal at first resanction). Table A9 .1 (Appendix 9) shows that there were only minor differences in terms of disposal at first resanction between the three forces. The proportion of offenders receiving custodial and community sentences was very similar in all three forces. Offenders in Thames Valley were slightly less likely to receive a police disposal and more likely to receive a fine than offenders in the other two forces. Analysis of offence type showed that the distribution of offences at first resanction was remarkably similar across the three forces. The average number of offences leading to a sanction in the 24 months following the original caution was 3.8 in Thames Valley compared to 3.9 in Sussex and 4.1 in Warwickshire, a non-significant difference (p=.115).
Similar results were obtained when the three types of caution within Thames Valley were compared (Table A9 .2). The proportion of offenders receiving different types of disposal varied slightly; those who had originally received a traditional caution were more likely at first resanction to be fined and less likely to receive a police disposal or youth order (explained by the fact that these offenders were also more likely to be adults). The main offence at first resanction varied little between the three types of caution. The average number of offences leading to a sanction in the 24 months following the original caution was 3.8 for restorative conferences, 3.7 for restorative cautions and 4.0 for traditional cautions, again a non-significant difference (p=.116).
Comparison of the cost of restorative cautioning and traditional cautioning
As part of this study the researchers were asked to look at the cost of the different types of caution. Since this was a retrospective study, they were reliant on information collected at the time (and for internal purposes rather than for evaluation). The comparison forces were not able to provide a costing for the traditional style of cautioning, but it is not unreasonable to assume that the average cost per case would have been similar in the comparison forces, since the main cost involved would have been the time spent by the sergeant or inspector delivering the caution. The cost of half an hour of an inspector's time could be estimated 31 to be around £15. Reliable figures relating to the cost of the restorative cautioning initiative were not available for this study. However, the cost of other restorative caution plus 32 schemes has been estimated as between £244 and £452 a case 33 (Miers et al., 2001: 126-132) . In the Thames Valley initiative, it is unlikely that the additional cost of the initiative was considerable, since the main expenses in each of the three areas were the salaries of the facilitator and administrator. Given the numbers of cases facilitated annually in the three evaluated areas (over 500 on average per area) the cost per caution facilitated would probably have been lower than in the schemes evaluated by Miers and colleagues due to economies of scale.
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During much of the period 1998-2001 Thames Valley Police were involved in delivering training for restorative conferencing (for example for the Youth Justice Board) and the income generated by this would have offset some of the additional cost of the restorative cautioning initiative.
Since there was no evidence that restorative cautioning reduced the number of resanctioned offences, the direct costs of the initiative are unlikely to have been outweighed by any benefits to the criminal justice system in terms of reduced caseloads etc. However, it is important to note that there were many other gains (for both victims and offenders), which were highlighted in the evaluation of the initiative (Hoyle et al., 2002) , although providing a monetary costing to such benefits as victim satisfaction was outside the scope of this study. Even if it had been possible to calculate the costs of the restorative cautioning initiative, there have been a number of changes which would have meant knowledge of these costs would not necessarily have been of use to those seeking to replicate the initiative. Firstly, the introduction of warnings and reprimands from April 2000 meant that juveniles were increasingly being dealt with by youth offending teams. Secondly, Thames Valley Police have since introduced a degree of civilianisation into the cautioning process, with non-police facilitators paid on a fee basis. Both of these changes would have altered the cost to the police of restorative cautioning. 31 Figures from the South Yorkshire Police HR Plan 2003/04 suggest the total cost of employing an inspector (including national insurance and pension contributions) to be £58,400 p.a. (and this is likely to have been similar in the two comparison forces). Assuming an average of 1,900 hours are worked a year, the cost of half an hour would be £15.36. The cost during the period 1998-2001 would have been somewhat lower. 32 Schemes set up to divert young offenders from court through the provision of alternative interventions (Miers et al., 2001) . 33 Although different definitions of cost were used in the seven schemes, they generally included managerial input, caseworker time, administration costs, training and recruitment costs and volunteer costs (Miers et al., 2000) . 34 If the cost of a Thames Valley case were £244, this would imply that the annual cost of employing a facilitator and an administrator was £122,000 (500 x 244), which is unlikely.
Conclusion and implications
This study has highlighted some of the problems involved in using comparison groups from different areas than the intervention group. In this case, the fact that the groups were from different police force areas introduced a number of possible biases, which it was not possible to control for completely.
Results of the first analysis found that there was a statistically significant difference in resanctioning rates between Thames Valley and the other forces, and this remained once factors such as gender, age, offence type, and criminal history were controlled for. However, it was not possible to say how much, if any, of this difference was due to restorative cautioning. One reason is that as the proportion and quality of restorative cautions increased from 1998 to 2001, the difference in resanctioning rates largely disappeared with respect to one of the comparison forces. Furthermore, differences in resanctioning rates between forces were much smaller than the difference in resanctioning rates over time in each of the forces. It was not known what factor or combination of factors caused the general decline in resanctioning rates (which was particularly marked in Warwickshire), but this made it more difficult to determine the independent impact of force on resanctioning. Of course, it may be that these other factors also entirely explained the observed difference in resanctioning rates between forces (e.g. a combination of detection rates and socio-demographic factors).
Since not all cautions in Thames Valley were restorative a second analysis was conducted which involved a comparison of the resanctioning rates of traditional and restorative cautions within Thames Valley, after taking into account possible selection effects. After controlling for age, criminal history, date of caution and area within Thames Valley, it was found that caution type was not a significant predictor of resanctioning (nor was there any evidence of effectiveness for particular subgroups of offenders). When the analysis was repeated for the three areas in Thames Valley evaluated by Hoyle et al (2002) , the same result held. These results helped in the interpretation of the findings of the first analysis. Had the restorative cautioning initiative been responsible for the lower resanctioning rate in Thames Valley one would have expected caution type within Thames Valley to have been predictive of resanctioning.
The fact that this was not the case suggests that the lower resanctioning rate in Thames Valley was due to a factor unrelated to the cautioning initiative. Of course, it should be remembered that offenders were not selected for the different types of caution at random, and other factors potentially related to this selection process (such as personality) may also have influenced resanctioning rates. Alternatively, the differences in resanctioning rates between forces may simply have reflected natural statistical variations. It should be noted that even the two comparison forces, which were selected to be as similar to each other (and to Thames Valley) as was possible (within the constraints of the available data), had statistically significantly different resanctioning rates.
This study of resanctioning is, of course, unable to establish definitively that the restorative cautioning initiative made no impact on reoffending rates. The more positive finding of Hoyle et al. (2002) , that there appeared on the basis of self-reported offending to be a causal link between restorative justice and desistance for about a quarter of the offenders they studied, was not supported by the present study. Nonetheless, one might have expected that any such large shift towards desistance, if generalisable to all cautioned offenders, should have been reflected in resanctioning rates. It is possible that the most likely explanation for this apparent discrepancy is that the presence of academic observers 35 at the cautions studied by Hoyle et al produced a research effect, with police facilitators making a special effort in these cases to adhere to 20 restorative justice principles (see further Young and Hoyle, 2003) . By contrast, when the researchers were not present (which was true in the overwhelming majority of cautions facilitated by Thames Valley Police), the gap between the intention to use restorative justice and actual practice was possibly much greater. Hoyle et al had anecdotal evidence of this, as some facilitators admitted sticking to the script only when being observed, and one commented 'when you've finished collecting your cases you should come and see how I really do them' (Young and Hoyle, 2003: 287) .
Research in Australia and other jurisdictions has also revealed gaps between the ideal of restorative justice and practice (Daly, 2003) . In Thames Valley, if the practice being evaluated was only partially restorative, this might explain why there had been little impact on resanctioning. This underlines once again the importance of securing full implementation of the restorative justice model formally adopted by Thames Valley Police. It is fair to conclude, then, that restorative justice as generally practiced by Thames Valley Police has had little discernable impact on resanctioning rates.
This finding is perhaps to be expected, given the relatively low level of resources involved and the fact that a caution, restorative or otherwise, is a low dosage intervention, which lasts at most for an hour and a half. Indeed, it would be surprising if such a short intervention as a restorative caution made any more than a minor difference to resanctioning compared to a traditional caution, given the many other factors in offenders' lives which are significantly associated with the decision to offend.
One argument that might be raised in light of this study is that the use of restorative justice in a pre-court context should be discontinued. That would seem to be premature given that better implementation of restorative justice principles might have produced a more positive result. Two further points should be borne in mind in considering this issue. The first is that restorative cautioning does not increase resanctioning rates and the second is that this style of cautioning has been shown to have a number of other benefits.
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On the first point, whilst policy makers are particularly concerned with 'what works?' an equally important question is 'what's counter-productive?' In the context of reconviction, a number of initiatives such as boot camps and 'scared straight' prison programmes have been shown to increase reconviction rates, in other words they cause harm (Petrosino et al., 2000) . A randomised control trial of restorative justice in Canberra (involving offenders who would otherwise have been sent to court) found that drink-driving offenders attending a restorative conference were more likely to be reconvicted than those allocated to court (Sherman et al., 2000) . That finding raises serious questions about the use of restorative justice in that context for that group of offenders. By contrast, the current study finds no evidence that the restorative cautioning initiative increased resanctioning rates.
Turning to the second point, restorative justice has many aims other than reducing offending, and the restorative cautioning initiative was shown to have achieved numerous other positive outcomes for both offenders and victims. Hoyle et al. found, for example, that the large majority of participants believed the caution had helped the offender to understand the effects of the offence and to induce a degree of shame in them, and interviews with the offenders indicated that this belief was, by and large, well-founded. Most cautions also resulted in apologies which were usually seen as a genuine expression of remorse, and formal reparation agreements were entered into in around one-third of cautions (the majority of which were completely fulfilled). Over half of those attending cautions achieved a sense of resolution and 80 per cent believed the 36 Of course, in the absence of a rigorous cost benefit analysis (which was outside the scope of the current study), it is not possible to assess whether a restorative cautioning initiative represents the best choice amongst competing programmes. Cost-benefit analysis requires a careful estimation of the monetary value of outcomes, both beneficial and adverse, and, ideally, would be limited to programmes evaluated using an experimental design (Welsh and Farrington, 2001) . meeting had been a good idea. Most participants (including offenders) were also supportive of the police role in facilitation (Hoyle et al., 2002) . Where cautions were facilitated well it is possible that they could have a positive impact on public perceptions of the police (although this has not been tested). Given the relatively modest cost of the initiative, it would appear to represent value for money, whether or not a statistically significant reduction in resanctioning rates was achieved.
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Appendix 1. Data sources and attrition
The names of the offenders were obtained from the forces' internal databases (in the case of Thames Valley this was designed specifically to record restorative cautions). These databases were separate from the PNC and included the name, date of birth and date of caution, but not the PNC identifier. The Thames Valley database included further details about the nature of the caution, including whether or not a victim attended.
In order to obtain resanctioning data from the PNC it was necessary to obtain the PNC identifier. The list of eligible names was first checked against the 'census file' 37 held by the Home Office and this resulted in PNC identifiers being found for around 60 per cent of the sample. Where the PNC identifier was not found, Thames Valley Police provided administrative support which enabled names to be checked individually against the PNC database, and the PNC identifier to be recorded. This increased the proportion of names with a PNC identifier to over 80 per cent.
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These names were then submitted to the Home Office Offending and Criminal Justice Group who provided the raw resanctioning data. Even where PNC identifiers had been supplied, a number of cases could either not be traced, or the resanctioning data were too unreliable to be included in the analysis. Table A1 .1 shows that just under a quarter of all cases were lost to follow up by the analysis stage. The attrition rate, whilst quite high, was comparable to other studies using the PNC (e.g. Ghate and Ramella, 2002) and the rates of attrition in the three forces were similar. Comparison of cases lost to follow up with those included in the final sample showed that there were no significant differences between them in terms of gender or age. 40 In the Thames Valley sample, those who could not be traced were almost exactly as likely as those who were included in the final sample to have received a restorative conference (9.9% for both), a restorative caution (60.1 v 60.3) or a traditional caution (30.0 v 29.8) 41 . There was no reason to believe, therefore, that the level of attrition invalidated the results of the study. 37 A file containing the details of everyone who has received a conviction or police disposal during the previous 12 months. 38 The fact that PNC identifiers for almost one in five offenders could not be found is due to mismatches between data sources. Since the PNC and the cautioning databases were separate, if any error was made in entering the name or date of birth in the cautioning database, it would likely result in a 'no trace' on the PNC. 39 Although Table 1 .1 states that there were 19,995 cautions in Thames Valley over the period, many offenders were cautioned more than once. Figures in Table 4 .1 relate to the number offenders cautioned in each force, not the number of cautions administered. 40 The difference in average age of those who could not be traced compared to those in the final sample was less than one year. In Thames Valley the proportion of females in the 'no trace' sample was slightly lower than in the final sample (23% v 25.7%, p<0.001) whereas in Sussex (24% v 23.7%; non-significant difference) and Warwickshire (22.4% v 20.2%; non-significant difference) it was higher. It was obviously not possible to consider criminal history as a variable. 41 All differences were non-significant at p=0.05 level.
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Appendix 2. Information about the regression analyses Lloyd et al (1994) as the variables most strongly associated with reconviction. They also identified the number of previous custodial sentences as predictive; however, since only seven per cent of this sample had any previous custodial sentences, this was not a sufficiently discriminating variable.
Interpreting the output. For categorical variables, the column Exp(B) in subsequent tables can be interpreted as an odds-ratio for the change in odds of resanctioning in one category compared to the reference (first) category of that variable. For example, in gender, taking female as the reference category, the odds ratio in the first regression (Appendix 3) of 1.488 for males represents the change in odds of resanctioning for males compared to females, once the other variables in the equation have been controlled for. Any figure less than 1 represents a decrease in the odds of resanctioning, while a figure greater than 1 represents an increase. In all the following analyses, variables were put into the regression equation using the 'enter' method. 43 The significance of each variable was tested using the likelihood ratio test. This was calculated by the change in the -2 log likelihood resulting from the removal of a variable from the full model (e.g. for a variable with one degree of freedom, the change in -2 log likelihood would have to be greater than 3.84 in order to be significant at p<.05).
Appendix 3. Results of logistic regression: all forces Table A6 .1 summarises the results of two logistic regressions. In both regressions the same variables were entered. The only difference between the two is in the coding of caution type. It has been entered both as a two category and three category variable (see last two shaded rows of table). The Wald values and odds ratios for the other variables were almost identical for the other variables for both regressions, and for simplicity of presentation the values in the table below relate to the regression in which the three-category variable was entered. Table A7 .1, caution type has been categorised as restorative/traditional (i.e. restorative conference and restorative caution combined into one category). The Exp(B) therefore shows the change in odds of resanctioning of a restorative caution/conference as compared to a traditional caution. A figure below one, for example, indicates that the odds of resanctioning of a restorative caution are lower than for a traditional one. The model showed that the following factors were associated with an increase in the odds of resanctioning (controlling for the other variables): being male, having more than one previous conviction/caution, aged under 18 and being cautioned earlier in the three-year period. Offence type, number of offences at caution, caution type and area of caution were not significantly associated with resanctioning.
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Appendix 9: Frequency and seriousness of offending 
